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Dear Char 

I write regarding the episode of Four Comers that was first broadcast at 8:30pm 
(AEST) on Monday 9 November 2020, “Inside the Canberra Bubble” (the Program). 

According to evidence given by Managing Director, David Anderson, in the Senate 
Committee hearing on 9 November 2020 (that ran from 5:09pm - 6:42pm AEST) (the 
Senate Committee), you and the Managing Director viewed the Program prior to the 
broadcast. The Managing Director said that “the chair has seen the program and 
supports the decision to publish it”. 

I note that under section 8(l)(c) of the Australian Broadcasting Corporation Act 1983 
(ABC Act) it is a duty of the Board to ensure that the gathering and presentation of 
news and information is accurate and impartial according to the recognised standards 
of objective journalism. 

In addition, the ABC has a Code of Practice which expands upon these factors, 
including but not limited to: 

a. The statutory duty of accuracy, which notes in particular that there should be 
“reasonable efforts, appropriate in context, to signal to audiences gradations in 
accuracy, for example by querying interviewees, qualifying bald assertions, 
supplementing the partly right and correcting the plainly wrong”. 

b. A willingness to correct errors and clarify ambiguous or otherwise misleading 
information, noting that corrections and clarifications can contribute to achieving 
fairness and impartiality. 

c. The statutory duty of impartiality, where the ABC has an obligation to apply its 
impartiality standard as objectively as possible and is “guided by hallmarks of 
impartiality” which are “a balance that follows the weight of evidence, fair 
treatment; open-mindedness; and opportunities over time for principal relevant 
perspectives on matters of contention to be expressed”. 
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d. Fair and honest dealing, which the Code acknowledges is “essential to maintaining 
trust with audiences and with those who participate in or are otherwise directly 
affected by ABC content”. 

e. Privacy, where “intrusion into a person’s private life without consent must be 
justified in the public interest and the extent of the intrusion must be limited to 
what is proportionate in the circumstances”. 

I further note that under section 8(1 )(a) of the ABC Act the Board has a duty to ensure 
that the functions of the Corporation are performed efficiently and with the maximum 
benefit to the people of Australia. 

In light of these statutory obligations on the ABC Board, and having regard to the 
Managing Director’s evidence that you and the Managing Director both viewed the 
Program before transmission and that you supported the decision to publish, I ask the 
following questions of the Board about the Program. 

1. Why does the Board consider it is appropriate that the privacy of the Attorney- 
General and Minister Tudge (the Ministers) should be compromised by the way in 
which the Program deals extensively with aspects of their personal lives? How is 
this consistent with the stated importance of respect for privacy in the Code of 
Practice, including whether intrusion into private lives was proportionate in the 
circumstances? 

2. How is it consistent with the Code of Practice’s reference to fair treatment and 
impartiality for the ABC to include in the Program extensive materials regarding 
conduct over a quarter of a century ago by someone who was then a university 
student and even a school student? 

3. The Managing Director told the Senate Committee that all relevant information 
had been provided to the Ministers who were the subject of the Program. Is the 
Board satisfied that this statement is true? What inquiries did the Managing 
Director make before making that statement? 

4. Does the Board consider it is consistent with the duty of accuracy and impartiality 
and the principle of fair and honest dealing that the Program failed to report that 
the woman the subject of the alleged incident in the Public Bar and the subject of 
the alleged relationship with the Attorney-General denied both these allegations to 
those preparing the Program? 

5. In light of these denials by the woman, does the Board believe it was appropriate 
for the Program to present statements by Senator Hanson-Young as purportedly 
corroborating Ms Miller’s allegations? 

6. On what basis did the Program determine that the claims concerned the same 
woman? Should the ABC have asked the woman whether she had spoken to 
Senator Hanson-Young? If the ABC did not ask this of the woman, does the Board 
consider this to be consistent with its duties relating to accuracy and impartiality 
and the principle of fair and honest dealing? 



7. Why does the Board consider it appropriate and in the public interest that this 
woman’s privacy should be compromised by this Program? How is the Program, 
and the allegations contained within it, consistent with the stated importance of 
respect for privacy in the Code of Practice? 

8. Why, in the judgement of the Board, are the personal lives of politicians 
newsworthy? 

9. If the Board’s answer to the previous question is that the Ministerial Code makes it 
so,then: 

a. Which of the conduct alleged in the Program does it say breached the 
Ministerial Code? 

b. What is the relevance to the Ministerial Code of the allegations extensively 
made in the Program concerning conduct by the Attorney-General at 
several stages of his life before he became a Minister? 

10. Why in the judgement of the Board is the existence of a consensual relationship 
between a politician and a staff member that occurred prior to the introduction of 
the Ministerial Code considered newsworthy? 

11. Does the Board consider that it is consistent with the duty of impartiality that the 
Program deals with allegations solely against Liberal MPs? Does the Board say 
that there are no such relationships involving Labor, Green or independent 
politicians? 

12. How is it consistent with the duty of impartiality that the Program did not disclose 
to viewers the strong political affiliations, opposed to the Liberal Party, of some of 
those who commented, including a lavyyer long aligned with the labour movement, 
Mr Josh Bornstein and a former candidate for Labor preselection, Ms Jo Dyer? 

13. How is it consistent with the duty of impartiality that the mix of those interviewed 
for the Program was overwhelmingly weighted towards those either politically 
hostile towards the Liberal Party or personally hostile towards or motivated by 
animus against the Ministers? 

14. Why should an objective observer not conclude that the Program evidenced clear 
bias against the Liberal Party, vsdth this bias evident in the choice of persons 
interviewed, the making of specific allegations in the face of clear factual denials, 
and the fact that the Program failed to investigate or report on conduct engaged in 
by Labor, Greens or independent politicians? 



15. Why should an objective observer not conclude that the Program demonstrates a 
failure by the Board in its duty under section 8 of the ABC Act to ensure that the 
gathering and presentation of news and information by the ABC is accurate and 
impartial according to the recognised standards of objective journalism? 

I look forward to a response from you within 14 days of the date of this letter. 

Yours sincerely 



Paul Fletcher 


> /n/2020 







